By Stanstield Turner

There are times in the history of mili-
tary alliances when some long-latents
problem reaches a point where a deci-
sion, no matter how painful, must be '
made. Such a time has arrived for the
. North Atlantic Treaty Organization,

the compact of free nations that for 32
years has been the framework of se-
curity for- Western _Europe and the
United States.
The Soviet Union and its Eastern
" European_ satellites, banded together
under the Warsaw Pact, have been
growing stronger in: military terms. .
Yet the Atlantic alliance cannot seem
to agree on how best to respond. The
Europeans have lost much of their old .
confidence in American leadership; -

they tend more and more to be preoccu-
pied with narrow national concerns and
to take independent positions on issues
thatdemand a common allied strategy.

This restiveness has even seeped down.

to the level of public opinion. In recent |

-wéeks, the political atmosphere in
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' What we need is a new strategy provxd~

ing those regions with a defensive
shield. This would best be done by the
United States and Western Europe act-
ing in concert. But if, as seems prob-
able, the Europeans are unwilling or
unable to increase their military poten-
tial for this purpose, the United States
mustactalone. -

This will mean a smaller American

Western Europe, as we divert forces to
the third world. The Europeans will be
shocked, but the alliance will survive
and emerge all the stronger for recog-

fear of facing up to reality will vitiate
the partnership more surely than any-
" thing else.

It must be admmed, to start w1th
that, by and large, Western Europe and
“the United States bring differing view-

Western Europe has been roiled by
mass demonstrations against allied
plans for deploying new Amencan mis-
siles on European soil. 4
These bickerings and differenca are
symptomatic of a deeper problem. The
military threat to Western Europe has
changed — the result of new conditions.

inside the Soviet bloc that have!

changed Soviet perspectives. The West-
ern alliance is. organized arcund a
strategy for yesterday’'s dangers. All

these trans-Atlantic disagreements

over force levels and weapons missions
stem largely from inner doubts and

plain confusion about their relevance to
present needs.

The most likely threat to the Western
alliance today is pointed not directly at
Western Europe but, obliquely, across

third-world areas like the Persian Gulf.
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points to the question of whether the

", times call for more détente or more de-_

- fense. . ™
.~ Détente: for- Europe has meant new
- markets for trade with Eastern Europe
and the Soviet Union, increased dia-
~ logue with the East and a chance to in-
fluence East-West relations independ-
! ently of the United States. The Euro-

peans have put emphasis on perpetuat-‘

- ing détente despite the Soviet invasion
" of Afghanistan and Moscow’s blatant
pressures on Poland. The very fact that
the Polish workers dared to rebel and
the Kremlin has been holdmg back
from military intervention is seen by
. Europeans as deriving partly from the
attitudes of détente acqmred in the
1970°s.
Most Americans, on the other hand.
- see détente more as a desirable princi-
ple than a working basis of foreign poli-
cy. We have supported détente publicly
but we question it privately, tending to
see it as having led to Soviet gains in
Angola, Ethiopia, Southern Yemen,
Nicaragua and Cambodia. We look on
East-West trade with much less enthu-
siasm than the Europeans, reasoning
that, from the Western standpoint, the
impetus for such trade is political
‘rather than economic. (Western Eu-
- rope’s trade with Communist countries)
" accounted for |
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contribution to the military defense of

nizing the realities of the 1980s. In fact,
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only 4.9 percent of its total for- -
eign trade in 1980; alternative.
markets could easily have 4
been found eisewhere.) The
European view that the Soviet -
leaders are sincerely commit-
ted to détente, if only because
of their concern with the

. Soviet bloc’s internal political
and economic difficulties, gets
a skeptical hearing in the
United States. .

There is, nonetheless, some-
‘thing to be said for the Euro-
pean analysis. The Kremlin's
current difficulties could well
, be having some inhibiting ef-
" fect. The Soviet leaders must
" be increasingly worried about
the satellites’ political reliabil-
ity. Poland is only the most
dramatic expression of this en-
demic problem; there are |
long-term forces undermining
the foundations of socialism
across a much wider spectrum
within the Warsaw Pact. Each

. Eastern European leader
must feel that his fate hinges -
to some degree on the outcome
of the Polish drama. Tension
within the Communist alliance
is bound to increase. And
whatever makes the satellites
even less reliable will tend to
limit Moscow’s freedom of ac-
tion toward the West. :
The economic malaise
‘spreading across the Soviet
empire is just as serious in its
implications. The problems of
the Soviet-style planned econ-
omy, with its lack of individual
incentive, have assumed for-
midable proportions. Growth
rates are declining both in out-
put and productivity. The
Soviet leaders are caught be-
tween three competing needs
— continued spending on the -
military, investment in plant
and equipment, and a better
break for the consumer - and
there are no easycbomes tobe
made,
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But a different analysis of
Moscow’s difficulties could
lead to a conclusion far differ-
ent from the one espoused by
most Europeans. As economic
requirements push up against
military spending, and as
political tensions within the
Warsaw Pact grow more ‘seri-
. ous, the Soviet leaders could
be tempted to establish foot-
holds around the world before
their military advantages ebb
and before our renewed de-
fense program- takes effect.
The objective,  according to
this *“‘lash-out’’ theory, would
be not only to win all they can
while they can but to divert do-
mestic attention from - m-

' creasedaustenty at home.

-~ e

The Russxans oould take
military action in remote re-
gions alone, but this would
hardly achieve their objective. -
They could, as a second alter-
native, lash out on the central
front in Europe, but that would
be risky indeed. A third option, -
an attack on Europe’s flanks,
or on Iran or Pakistan, would
also involve serious hazards.

. Thus, while the possibility. of
some desperate move of this
nature cannot be ruled out en-
tirely, it seems unlikely — at
least during the next few
years, when the Russians will
almost certainly be faced with
the unsettling difficuities of a
succession to the aging leader-

ship of Leonid I. Brezhnev and
his men.

A fourth alternative seems
more probable — a Soviet for-

we:-have seen for:some years,
combining aggressive oppor-
tunism in the third world with
military intimidation and
politicaleconomic - induce-
ments in Europe. : -

however, about the European
aspects of this policy. Except
for the realm of strategic
forces, the Russians’ potential
for intimidating Western Eu-
rope will lessen as their mili-
tary buildup reaches the limits

reliability of their East Euro-
pean allies becomes increas-
ingly suspect. At the same
time, Soviet inducements to
Western: Europe will look less
appealing as the harshness of

response to the buxldup of in-

eign policy not unlike the one |.

There is now a question, !

of their capacity and as the.

‘the  Communist societies:
comes more to the surface in-

temalpm A e

In the third world, on the:
other hand, the outlook for
Moscow is more promising. In
the wake of the Vietnam War,
the United States offered no
real opposition as the Soviet
Union extended its influence
over one third-world country
after another. Our stiffer reac-
tion to the invasion of Afghani-
stan took the Russians by sur-
prise but is not likely to deter
them in the future. They have
seen little consistency in our
foreign policy over recent
years, and one grain embargo
is hardly likely to persuade-
them that we will be as firm |
next time, especially since the
embargo was lifted by Presi-
dent Reagan in response to
pressure from the domestic

: farm bloc. :
*  The Russians are likely to
continue to seize opportunities
to support and manipulate leftist fac-
tions in the third world. In some cases,
these will be revolutionary elements
seeking to take control, as in Angola in
1975. In others, they will be socialists in
- power who come under challenge from
domestic opponents, as in Ethiopia in
-1978. There will be blatant moves to in-
stall power from outside the country, as
.the ‘Vietnamese and Russians did in
Cambodia in 1978.

There are, it is true, some inherent

limitations to this Soviet technique.
Moscow’s aid to its political protégés is
almost entirely military in character.
Lacking sufficient reserves of materi-
als, money and know-how for the kind
of economic programs that could meet
the recipient countries’ needs for eco-
nomic growth, the Russians have

‘rarely been able to establish close,

long-term relations with their. new-
found friends. In the past 20 years, they.

have been ejected from China, Indone- _

sia, Egypt, Sudan and Somalia, losing
out in most cases to strong forces of na-
tionalism. .

~ Yet the Russians have always been
willing to make a stab at controlling se-
lected parts of the third world and cut-
ting their losses, if necessary. And
today there are two new factors at
work. In Angola, Ethiopia and Cambo-
dia, the Russians have left behind siz-
able surrogate forces, Cuban or Viet-
namese. It would be much more diffi-
cult for these nations to escape from the
Soviet camp than it was for the Egyp-

tians and others. And in Nicaragua, we -

may have recently witnessed a new
Soviet technique — meddling based on
Libyan financing. If the Russians can
induce Libya to fill the economic void in
selected underdeveloped countries,
their capability for intervention could
besignificantly enlarged,

s ¥

‘border with Afghanistan and is fre.

. territory has been violated by spill-

i use of their opportunities. It is for these

' umacceptably high wherever our vital

. bled areas or a return to total contain-

- | areas of overriding concern.

2

Look, for instance, at what they
might attempt from their position in
Southern <Yemen. By destabilizing |
Oman, on one side of Saudi Arabia; and |
'Yemen, on the other’ side, they could
outflank the Saudi regime and generate
considerable pressure on that Govern-
ment to amend its pro-Western posture.
Soviet prospects in Iran after the death
or exit of the Ayatollah Ruhollah Kho- -
meini are even brighter. If the Commu-
nist Tudeh Party emerged even tempo-
rarily as the dominant Iranian political
force, and if the Tudeh “invited’” a
Soviet military detachment into the
country, Iran could be brought under
Soviet hegemony. A subsequent march
to the northern .shores of the Persian. -
Gulf would intimidate Saudi Arabia .
and place the flow of onl 4o the West in
jeopardy. ’

Look, also, at the exposed posmon of
several other nations to which we have
formal or implied commitments. Paki-
stan has Soviet troops just across its

quently accused by the Russians of aid-
ing the Afghan resistance. Thailand’s

overs from the fighting in Cambodia.
South Korea must worry constantly
about Moscow encouraging the North
Korean leader, Kim 1) Sung, into an-
other act of aggression.

If the Russians continue to discern

few risks in such third-world adventur-
ism, they surely will continue to make

areas, therefore, that a new policy
must be forged by the Western alliance,
and primarily by the United States.

It must be our common purpose to
create unacceptable risks for the Rus.
sians - to make the costs of aggression

interests are involved. This is not to ad-
vocate universal intervention in trou-

ment of the Soviet Union. It suggests se- ' |
lective and determined resistance in |

Clearly, we have vital interests in the
major oil-producing countries. There
are many other suppliers of raw ma-
terials on whom we and our allies de-
pend, and many of these countries are
key markets for our exports. The Rus-
sians seek to drive a wedge between
these countries and the West, to cut off
our mineral supplies and to create
strains within the Atlantic alliance by
forcing each member to scramble to
protect its own interests, . !

The Russians need not take direct ;
military action to cut our supplies. -
They may influence a leftist-leaning
government to do that; they may fo-
ment internal disorders or regional ;
wars that will interrupt production and J
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shlpment In antxcnpatxon of this kind of
¢ Sovueg meddling, we must make sure
they know that we are ready and capa-
| ble of resisting their overtures and m-
terventions.

Our resistance can take a number of
forms - diplomatic, economic or mili-
tary. In most instances in-the third
world, the tools of diplomacy and eco-
nomic aid will be more applicable than
military presence or combat. But diplo-
matic and economic leverage will be in-
sufficient unless the Western alliance
cdn present a united front and display a
readiness to protect its interests with
adequate military power.

the vital interests of the United States
and its allies, it has become highly
probable that we will need the capacity
to at least threaten the use of force —
and enough power in the region to make
the threat credible. The Russians must
be left with no doubts about our readi-
ness to resist any attempt to alter the
balance of power in this critical area.
Only when they become convinced of
our resolutien and.capacity will they
see the costs and risks of overseas ad-
venturism as being higher than in the
past.

Our chances of drawing a line and
holding it are good. In measuring risks

have to take their own lessening eco-
! nomic and political strength into ac-
count. The Russians are bogged down in
Afghanistan; they are subsidizing Cuba,
underwriting Vietnam’s occupation of

Cambodia and standing poised with 30 to |

40 divisions on Poland’s perimeter;
surely they must think carefully before
extending themselves further. A full
range of responses to Soviet meddling in
the third world has a better chance of
success today than ever before.
We should encourage. our
European allies to participate
! in the development of .new
Western defenses in the third
world. It will always be helpful
politically to have a multina-
tional force rather than one
that is strictly American.
French and . - British .naval
forces, and the 4,000-man
French  Army ° coatingent
posted in Djibouti, are the best
candidates. But the Enropeans
have only limited potential for
projecting. sizable military
power over long distances.
The transport and support of
any allied forces carried into
action would have to come
from the United States.

The rub is that this-is bound
i to affect our military posture
" in Western Europe. The
United States cannot maintain

In the Persian Guif, clearly a nexus of ‘

against opportunities, the Russians will

two armies and two air forces,
one for the plains of Europe
and one for deployment
around the world; neither the
- American public nor the Con-
gress would support that ex-
pense. Difficult as the decision

would be, a reduction of our |

forces in Western Europe is an

" upavoidable component. of a

new strategy that in the end
would enhance the security of
both Europe and the Umted
States. - il

The change would, of éoin'se, '

" pose a variety of problems.

- Some of them are technical.
. The military equipment we
need for remote regions is
quite different from what we
now have in Europe. If we are
to transport tanks, artillery,
“armored personnel carriers

" and other such hardware to re- -
mote areas, they must be light..

.and compact. Since we can't
" have two armies and two air
! forces, our troops in Europe
must adapt their tactics to
- lighter and more mobile equip-
_ ment. This means less depend-
. ence on massive firepower and
_ stoutly defended positions and
more reliance on mobility and

; maneuver. Instead of holding

| fixed front-line positions by

|
l

l’-:‘

firepower and armored de-
_fense, American ground units
in Europe would be trained to
move rapidly to where War-
saw Pact forces have been

| positioned for a breakthrough.

There are those who believe
that such tactics of maneuver
' are more sujted, in any case,
to tomorrow’s technology and
" battlefield environment. In
any event, the alliance’s mili-

tary -tactics would have to

change appreciably if the
- United States retooled its
ground forces to acquire a
dual capability for Europe and

for the third world. The forces

of our European allies would
have to be similarly reshaped
— or they would have to think
through a new role for them-
selves, complementing a light-
er, more flexible American
force. .

Similarly, land-based

# American air power must be
easily transportable around
the world. The problem is not
with the aircraft themselves
but with the cumbersome sup-

‘port elements of spare parts,

. forces and apply these new

! the argument that the United

i any great impact on our com-

_trick. It could - where the
. Soviet Union is not directly in-
{volved But it would be pa-|

computerized testing equip-
ment, technicians, and so on,
that must follow along to keep
the sophisticated aircraft
flying. Switching to less so-
phisticated aircraft with more
sophisticated weapons could
make a big difference.

It would take yearsmto' de-
velop and deploy these lighter

tactics. In the meantime, we
could improve on our ability to
move quickly to unexpected

trouble spots by drawing upon,

equipment and personnel in

Europe whenever -they are

closer to the scene T

In the best of all worlds our.

European allies would accept

States must take these steps
even at the cost of doing less in
Europe, and that they should
compensate by taking on a
larger role themselves. If they
did not, in view of their disin-
clination to increase their de.
fense spending, our best
course would be to proceed in-
dependently, though after full
explanation and consultation.
To ignore the problem of con-
tinued Soviet interventionism
in the third world would be
shortsighted. To take on this
new responsibility = without

making the necessary adjust-|

ments in Europe would be un-
realistic.

Some feel that our miliiary

capabilities can be extended to|

the third world without having

mitments in Europe; perhaps
a small ‘Rapid - Deployment
Force, as initiated by Presi-
dent Carter, would do the

temly inadequate in cases of

Soviet or Soviet-sponsored
military adventurism. The
Cuban presence in Ethiopia

i and Angola is sizable and well

' equipped; a Soviet thrust into

Lh ———— ————

_Iran would be massive. A com-

mando force big enough only
for putting out ‘brush fires” in
the third world does not consti-
tute a serious enough commit-
menttohavea deterrent effect
on Moscow S

T e

|
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There are others who argue "
that if Washington reduced its.

military effort in .the defense -

of Europe, the Europeans
could drift into neutralism and -
accommodation ~ with :the -

Soviet Union. Indeed; as-we |

have noted, there are increas-
ingly vocal leftist factions in
Europe that may be willing to -
sell out their heritage of free-
dom in just this way, but. it

would be surprising if this mi- .
nority view prevailed. Thereis -

also the argument that this is
no time to raise such a difficult

new issue -— we have encugh .

problems within the alliance -

as it is; That is a-reasonable:

principle, but the problem is
that the threat of Soviet sub-

version in vital areas like the
Persian Gulf will not go away. :
The alliance cannot remain -

strong if it chooses to ignore a
cnucal threat to 1ts survwal.

The basic fanltv ‘with our
present alliance strategy. is
that it confuses preparednes
for the most serious possible
threat. with preparedness for
the most likely threat. -Our
focus for all of these past 32
years has been on the danger

of Soviet conquest of Western::

Europe. Naturally, adequate -
_ detense against this possibﬂity

L B

must. remain among our top
priorities. But the most likely
danger today is the indirect
one of Soviet attempts to ex-
tend control over the West’s
supplies of oil and other miner-
als and over its political and
economic relationships with
the third world. The old saying
that the road. to Berlin is
through Baghdad is worth re-
newed consideration.

The Soviet Union, as we
have seen, is facing a set of
conditions, internally and ex--

| ternally, that will make it

tempting for the Soviet leaders.
to improve their world position:
while they still can. The peril-:
ous uncertainties of an attack:
on Western Europe would

_make that a very difficult:
choice, to put it mildly, for any:
Soviet leadership. Yet the im-.
pulse to do something may be

very strong. An effort to un-

- dermine the alliance by way of

. the third world will be a com-

pelling alternative.

- Facing up to this new chal- |
lenge will test the Atlantic al-

liance, but the process of test-

ing can also be one of reinvigo-

: ration. It can_ establish new 1
" criteria for the sharing of ef--
fort, new ability to adjust to;
changeand a renewedsenseof
; 'commitment to our basic ob-

' jectives. Yes, there are risks-

. that the alliance will not meas-

| ureup, but-avoidance of neces-

. sary risk has never been a sen-
sible pollcy in the delense of*
freedom. B .
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